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. : This document presents the results of one item that '
was included on two surveys of the Califernia State Colleges
professors that were designed to elicit attitudes concerning
occupational satisfaction. The item in question stated that college
teaching is so bad that most professors ought to be sued for
malpractice. In answer to the item, 7% of the respondente to the 1968
survey stated that they strongly agreed that most college teaching

' was bad. Another 40% modera¥ely agreed, 6% indicated they had 'no
opinion on ‘the-item, 23% moderately disagreed, and 25% strongly
disagreed. In the 1970 survey, 8% of the respondents stated strong
agreement with the negative judgments of college teaching; 33%
indicated moderate agreement; 35% moderate disagreemen¥®; and 24%
strong disagreement. It was evident upron examination of the data that
faculty under forty are more likely to be unhappy with the present
state of college teaching than faculty fifty or older, but rank and
field of the professors seem to reveal no basis for comparison.
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( The tiitle of this paper originally appeared as a statsment cited in

-~ the Sar.\‘Franci‘seo Chronicle, About four y;ars ago the Chronicle earxf-iod
u; article reporting on an educational conference held in the city, InJ the
account of the conference one speaker was quoted as having said that in his )

opi;xion the c;uali.ty of teaching at most colleges and uniye’rsitie! was 8o ,

bed that the majority of professors ought to be sued fo‘r’malpuetice. :

" The statement was an intr} gui;ng one, ard in tino course of designing
a survey of faculty in 1968 I changed it into a question and ircluded it c;n‘ (
the que-stionmire. When the responses to the item wee examined later they
\ Proved interesting and suggestive. Thus in 1970 when another survey was
being prepared I again includod the question among thoss to be. posed to_ the
sampls, _ | .

' Some of the survey data relating to the question will be presenied
lator in the paper. Before turning to it, though, it is ussful to look at
t):e question more carefully in terms of the assumptions 1nhe;-ont in it, the
implications suggested by it, and the use to which it was put in the surveys.
! If‘ono eo.nside;-s the question ui‘dé from its shock or humorous 1n;net

oné quickly sees that it has grown out of s;verai furdamental nss‘umptlions o W
about higher odueatjion and th; rt;le of the college level instructor, spe"ei- ! |

fically, the question assumes:

. 1, That college level teaching ought to be "good” by some kind of
standard, )

) 2, That ooll;ge teaching, per se, is not just an activity but a :n-o-

/ ) fession and as such performance by those within it shduld be sube
. Ject to some standard which in turn ought to be enforced but is not,

3. That college faculty are, or should be, legally ro-sponsible for
the caliber of their teaching performance,

‘4, That substantial amounts of instruction at the university and col-
lege levels is substandard; to the point that an informed observer
of higher education felt compslled to call it to the attsntion of
his colleagues and the public in an open forum,
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5. That the issue of enforcing standards in teaching, professionally
or legally, is an open one in that it is mot being handled by
members of the occupation nor by the legal agencies of the society.

Possibly there are other assumptions that one could read 4{nto the

question, Those Hsted have been regarded as the ma jor ones for purpoeee

of 1this presentation, ’ ’
, The professionalism of college tecching is an old natter. For eeverel
oenturies profeeeore hnve beén viewed as professionals along with nenbere
of the other traditional profeuions - lgw, medicine, and the clergy. Un-
like theee other occupations,” however, college teaching is not in cnd of
itself anm occupation in the normal sense of the torm; It is composed of
perscns trained in and comiited to a ‘broad _range of diFtir/:ct academic fields,
each of which has its own etctue, goals, and orientations, Yet, there 13'
the expectation that thcee people who perform inetruotioml furctions in
’. universities and colleges have a enfficiently etrong common bond to cn- ‘
proprictely coneider them as a separate occupation with profeeeionai etatn,s.
In the past when profeeeore were tnined wore generally and had wide ‘inter-
ests this expectnt*on of a oomn bond was probebly quite reasonable. At
pz_-eeent with training taking a more technical and specialized direction
the‘commlitie'e among faculty members are less clear, ‘

Some years ago in a etudj now seen as a minor classic, Alvin Gouldner
cound that professors were subjedt to foiroes Pulling them in two quite
different directlons. One of the forces emanated from the institution
with its enphaeiJ upon teaching and luyalty to the sehool, while the other

came from the academic discipline and stressed research and a cosmopolitan

+

set of‘loyclties. n this context some faculty saw themselves as teachers,
who happen<d alpo to be historians, cheniste, or engineere: in contrast

other faculty viewed thamselves as hietoricnp, chemists, or engineers who
(

19




}

hxppon to be teaching, ' - “

In addition to this difference-in orientation among eolloge teachers
there is also the fact that unliks other profossions college teachers are
not trained to be eo,llop teachers,.nor are there ecttblishod common cri-
p toria for .access to the occupa tion. It is true that graduate faculty do
the training of those wvho will boeono instructors at tho univorsity or s0l=-
lege lovel. Tho point is that the yroguu thoy oporato prepare the per-
. son fo; access to the particular discipline, The student's performance is
assessed against discipline standards ard critoirh nr)d"i;is performance on
those together with his potential for thy discipline determine snc;t‘:ess or
fallure in achieving advanced degrees. Rarely do _graduats programs offer.
preparation for to;ching and even vhere thoy do it is unlilooly that gnnt-
Ing degrees is dotor:lnod by performance or potanthl as a teacher, Thus,
the potential college profe;:or sperds years learning to be a blologist or
' esbromist, not an instructor. In many cases, however, he does secure
some teaching experience as a "T,A." but this is often 1m{donﬁi to his
overall program of traiming. In other cases, 1;ew profe learns to »
teach on-the-job = usually without any definable guidance o‘r:mpenision.

Given thése Problems of propanﬁon and orientation which characterize
college teaching it is not too mrprising that the occupation has no ace
cepted cormon ctur:iard of what _/c,onstitﬁtos'qulity teaching, Further, so
long as these, and othoi-. dir/fsions are significant within the occupation
1t 1s not likely that such a standard will be established.

tho question implies, though thoro is meh discontont over the

nature ofgtolohing in the contemporary uninrsity and eolloge. Studenta,

employers, perents, politighns, and otliers have all levellod eriticisms

at professors., The crlticisu have, it is true, varied mariosdly, to the
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point t'hat many of them are contradictory., Students, for exampla, charge
that most college teaching is done in a style long out-moded and 1? cone
cerned with ‘utor'hl they feel is 1mlevant:. Parents and potential em-
ployers also are unhappy with college teaching .and they too frequently
state that it is irrelevant, but when they say this they mean something
quite different from that intended by the students. Politicians have
Joined the fray, but their 'concorns are mmuy with anot.he'r i-ango of
issues altogether, .

There 1s mot the time here to explore in any detail the varied types
of criticisms being made of college teaching nor is there the time to try
to weigh the relative merits of the charges that have been levelled., It is |
onough to say that there is a high Jogno of dissatisfsction ‘with instruc-
: tion. and tha‘t a’'growing amount of this unhappiness is 1ne::'oasingly conir;g

from the 1nstrnctm-¢ thouolns. ’ | .

One ot the other assumptions in the title question is that in the
absence of internal controls over the quality of teaching the society it-
solf ought, to enforte teaching standards - through the mechanism of the
oourts and malpractice suits, This is a fascinating idea, but again one
surrounded with 1mmné.b1; problems., A paper dealing with this very point
was delivered only last mntl: in San Francisco by Dr, Richard Sparks of
Fresno State College. Dr. Sparks was concerned with temching iA general
and concluded that the od\:cation profession is not well et;itad t? the
oon&opt of malpractice, In hs analysis Dr, Sparks argued that the lgok
'of internal agreement on standards was shared by the society itself, ‘rhus‘
in the presence of no Professional or sooietal oonsegsu; as to what con-
stitutes good or bad tuching the ndtion of mlpﬂctico cannot apply.

What aeez:- to be left is soxuat.M.-x° resembling personal "eut level"
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as'seasments of teaching quality, These judgements are often drawn from
years of 'eiporionc.e, a{nd probabl.y are correct more frequently than they are
wrong. Still, in ths :baenoo of cinr. defined standards even seasoned
senior\‘faoulty sometimes feel uneasy and unsure as they judge the perfor-
,mnce of their younger colleagues, In a context such as this an examina-
tion of the views of faculty as to tho' overall state of teaching quality
becomes an interesting object of study, ‘

In the surveys mentionsd earlier ths question about the quality of
colleage teaching was included partly out of cuﬂosity. and partly as a pos-
’ sible measure of goneral satisfaction or dissatisfaction on the oart of the
teachers, In analysis tho itenm vas b:sically used along eith others to tap
occupational satisfaction and not examined in amd of itself, Still, an
ntﬁmpt yas made to find any genora'l relationships betw‘un responses on the
question and a series of other wariables., It is from this pool of data
that the tables attached to the paper were drawn, >

Both of the surveys were done in the Calif ornia State Colleges and
in each case the samples dravn included cross sections of the faculty.

The 1968 study \'vu‘lh‘ltqd to a ﬁrny of four morthern Califormia state
colleges, while the 1970 work covered all 18 functioning state colleges,
In the- earlier study a sample of 1,106 faculty was chosen, of whom 497
replied with usoablo‘questionmins .(a response-of approximately 45 per-
:cont). A total of i, 500 faculty were survey in the 1970 study and in

that instance useable replies were received from 835 persons (about 56
percent).

In answer to the question on the qn'ality of college teaching 7 pere
cent of thy respondents to the 1968 survey stated fhat‘tboy strongly

agreed that most 'college teaching was bad. Another 40 percent modérately
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agreed, 6 percent indicated they had no opinion on the item, 23 percent
moderately disagreed, and 25 percent strongly disagreed, Combining the
categories the study revealed that 47 percent of the respondents agreed,
6 percent had no opinion, and 48 persent disagreed.

In the 1970'sumy.8 percent of the respondents stated strong agreerent
with the negative judgment of college teaching; 33 percent indicated moder—-
ate agreement; 35 percent moderate disagreements a‘nd 24 percent stror;ais-
agreement. By combining responses the dats showed 41 percent of the profes-
sors agreeing and 59 percent disagreeirg. (An allied -survey of college admin-
1strato;-s also done in 1970 revealed that 31 percent of that group agreed

_and 69 percent disagreed), ¢

Althdt;gh the percentages changed somewhat bstween the two tiy_’{g:oriods
it is clear that a substantial number of college faculty are antﬂssed
over the presént s:.ato of college teaching, The next question then is who
are the professors with this negative porspoef:ivo ard how can the viewpoint
be accounted for. Table 1 provides data from the surveys on the proportion
of peopls .agroeing and disagreeing by age, rank, and area of academic dis-
"eipline, ' ’

It is evident from the first part of Table 1 that faculty under forty

are more 1ikely to be unhappy with the present state of college teaching
th_an faculty fgfty or older, _‘rhis is consistent witl:: what one might expect
for a variety of reasons., Younger persons in our society generally have ~
demonstrated time and again uq?appinosa with established practices amd it'.
is not surprising that this also appears within college faeultios.. It does
show, though, the presence of a professorial generation gap, at least with
respeot to expestations and valuations surrounding teaching.

Interestingiy, the difference that appears when age is considered does




not carry over significantly when th, focus is upon aéade:ie ‘rank, The
Assistant Professors do seem & 1ittle more prone to agree with the item,
hat ‘the degree of difference betwesn then and the senior faculty is too
cl,{ght to emphasi:e.

N With a few expocfions the area of academic discipline also does not
stand out when responses on the item are oan;d. Faculty An. the "other

professional" category demonstrated on both surveys a more favorable es-

timation pf the qt;ality of college teaching, and to a lesser oxtent a
similar Pattern seems to appear among profegsors in the m‘tural sciences.
In the other cases, h, the pattern is more mixed, but it suggests
that teachers in the hu ties, social sciences, -t.n:siness, education,
and the "other, 1iberal arts" groupings are a bit more prone to agree
with the 'statement,

* Thus, with tne expectiion of’age the three variables looked at to this
point ylielded orily small of particular relationships to the way faculty:
view college tenching, In light of this a range of other items were ex-
amined which dealt with the attitudes of the respondents toward variouns
aspects of higher education, academic governance, and allied issuwes, The
data on these questions is presented in the series of tables following
Table 1,

Without exploring in great detail the nature of the patterns on every
ore of these items a few goeneralizations can bs made which have besn drawn
from the ovenll‘chauct.or of the data, It appears that a negative perw .
si:oetin on the contemporary cuality of college teaching is part of a broad-
or syndrome of discontent with numerous facets of higher 'oduution. Per-
sons who are unhappy with the role of faculty in governance, either in a

general way or in terms of the effsctiveness of their rerrsssntative in-
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stitutions (faculty senates) also are more likely to take a dim view of
the quality of college teaehiné. Similarly, persons who feel that fxigher
education has be;como depersonalized, persons who are not pleasm;'vith t:ho
nature of personal rohtiéns.,within their departments, and people who feelt
that most faculty do not really care very mmch sbout thelr students all
demonstrate higher than average ;groemnt with the question,

- Valjdations of this discontent appear ln the differences on the
1toms denling vith satisfaction with career choice, intent to lcave the
present college, and intent to remain in t.oaching. That is, on all of
these items a higher percontago of those nnhappy also express eoncomitant
distnss over the quality of teaching, '

In another vein this syndrome of dissatisfaction doss not appear to
bo unrelated to more specific variables. It seens, for example, that pro-
fossors in larger departments are more likely to hold a dim view of college
toaehing. and it furthor appears that those who are unhappy also hold a
.somevhat differont ‘serspective g3 to the purpoao of a higher education.

_ Political orfentation also s related to the views of faculty on
feollo‘go teaching, Persons who regard themselves as ndica]; are mi-kodiy
wore dissatisfied than those with other political perspectives, and it is |
interesting that the differences between hborals.-mdoutos. ag'd eonaer-A

vatives are really rather small,

If we stand back from the data and cansider i1t in relation to the

assumptions and implications of the title question it becomss possible to

Propose a few edmluding points, Aside from the particula# relationships
whicl; are presented in tlfe iables it is oﬁsnt that a surprisingly high
proportion of college teachers are dissatisfied with the current caliber
of teaching i1 higher education. V{hile the leval of this unhappiness is




higher among the younger facuity. amoag pmfeséor; in large departments,
amd amné teachers with certain kinds of orientations, it is instructive
that in virtually ali of the comparisons atout one-third of ths respondents
at a ninim\im/ agrée on the question, Thus, the unhappiness with modern col-

lege teaching is actually rather widespread,

It is not clear from the data whether distress over the qiality of

teaching '13 the source of dissatisfaction on the other items, whether it

is a product of other irritations, or whether these negative perspectives
constitutte a syn_drome which is created by the play of still other faett;rs.
I am ipclined to think that the syndrome concept is probably the most ap=
Plicable, That is, the data suggests to me that there is a g,neral
complex of dissati;faction ’among some professors which is generated from .
their educational, social, and political vi;ws as these encounter different
orientations which currently are more dominant in ﬁighor education,

Since there is a g:-;.tor inclination toward this critical viewpoint
of teachiné on the part of younger faculty it will be interesting to ob-
serve over time 1f their perspective eventually becomes dovdmpt and there-
prevails in teaching. If so, in years %o come it might be the older
faculty who woulx.l react negatively to the character of college teaching.

In any cace the presence c;f such dissatisfaction is not so deep or
common within faculties as to produce the professional types o} controls
assumed in the quegtion itself., Not only would there be problems in ar-
riving at agreed upon standards, x;nostlfaeulty at the moment might not feel
they are necessary, .In this type of sitnation, as Professor Sparks sug-
‘gost‘od last month, the way does become open fo:l society to address the
problem by instituting its standards upon ‘_taOlchilng and its mechanisms

for enforeing them. In short, college faculty would do well toqrecognizo




the presence‘ ot: a signjficant degree of dissatisfaction wuth the ;quality
of teaching within its own ranks and to further taks steps in facing the
issues surrounding this question, Should };rdfesson ;rot do they they not
only subvert their claim to professional standing they vietually atdictate

it. As the date implies it would be easy to write-off intermal criticisms

as the work of young, radical faculty who seem to be unhappy with every-

thing anyway., To do so would ignore the existence of similar distress
within a significant ninorit} of teachers who are not young, radical or
negative on most other kinds of questions, Were such a course of action
followed it could become increasingly possible that within the near fulure
faculty might be subject to malpractice suits if their tesching performsnce

was poor,

-
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- TABlE X
Age, Rank, anmd Academiec Piscipline,
by Agreement or Disagreement That College Teaching
Is So Bad That Most Professors Ought To Be Sued For Malpractice
(Percent)
+ \\

Rank {1968 data) Aﬁgeo No Opinion Disagree Tota] \ N
Professor 7 3 8 - 100 L 185
Asgsociate Professor 44 . ? 49 100 131
Assistant Professor 49 ~ 7 . W4 100 . 153
Age (1970 data) Agree - Disagree Total N
Under 30 44 56 100 100
30 - 39 45 55 100 249
b0 v 4o 40 60 100 260
50 = 59 . 37 63 100 129
60 or older 32 68 100 50
Academic Discipline . 1968 ‘
{1968 and 1970 data) Aﬁoe No Cpinion Disagree Total N
Humanities 40 100 101

. Social Sciences 49 10 42 101 125
Natural Sciences 46 2 52 100 88
Engineering s0 ? . W3 100 W
Education 4s 6 49 100 51
Business 47 6 47 100 W
CtheriProfessional 36 4 60 100 73

1970
- Agree Disagree
Humanities 39 61 100 ]
Social Sciences ¥ [ 61 100 175
Natural Sciences 35 65 100 122
Other:libers Arts 52 48 100 27
Engineering 38 62 100 42
Education 52 L8 100 67
Business 47 53 100 49
Cther:Profassional 36 64 100 132
]
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TABLE 2

(Percent)

" College Teaching

~

.tatudes on Educational Issues by Perspective on College Toaeh:ing

Is Bad .

Main Purpose of Higher

.Main Interest Is In: (1968 data)
Teaching
Research

Sk
46

r 4

Proportion of Professors Really
Interested in Their Students
(1968 data) . -
All or a high percentage

One half or less

43

Higher Education 4s Depersonslized
(1968 dats)

Agree -

Disagree

53
38

70

Education is: (1968 data) _Agree Mo Opinion  Disagree
To prepare s/tudopts for a

vocation ‘ 35 12 53
To provide a besic general L
education - 48 6 46
To help students develop ,

ethics, moral standards and '

values, . 69 0 N’
To .prepare students to deal with .
‘commnity and social-problems 33 V4 © 63 ¢
To provide knowledge and facts 4y 3 .50

o\

51
24

4o
57




’ TABIE 3 ,
\*‘Attitudea on Professional Items hy Perspective on College Teaching
(Percent) '
College Teaching Is Bad .

Satisfaction With Faculty

Participation in College __Agree Disagree N
Decision-Making (1970 data)

Satisfied ‘ 32 68 - i Lés
Dissatisfied . 52 . 48 - 305

Is Iocal Faculty Senate Effective
In Representing Faculty Opinion

(1970 data)

Effective = 3% 64 M8

-Ineffective 52 48 211

Is Iocal Faculty Senate Effective

In Irfluencing Poliey (1970 data)

Effective 35 65 512

Inef fective - x 50 50 ' . 243

How Would You Describe Personal

Relations Within Your Department Agree_ No Opimion Disagree N

{1968 data) .

Good , b2 6 52 33

Fair or Poor [ 6 40 157

Do You Expect to Remain in ’CollegeJ

Teaching As a Career (1968 data) & |

Yes j 4s 6 49 447

No 63 7 30 30

Do You Plan 'To Remain At Your Pre-

sent College For the Forseeable .

Future (1968 data)

Yes . 9 7 Sk 310

No 56 4 40 151
i

Position on Collective Bargaining

For College Faculty (1970 data %ee Disagree N _°

Favor Collective Bergainyfig , 56 494

Unfertain ¥ 66 143

Oppose Collective Bargaining 39 61 164
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TABLE %

Miscellaneous Items by Porspeetive on College ‘f‘onohing

.  Number of FalleTime Faculty
An Dogartmont (1968 data)
11 - 20

21 - 30

31 or more

Year of Appointment ai Pre-
sent Colle 1968 data
1960 - 1968

1950 « 1959

1949 or earlier

2

Political Ideolo
Conservative
Moderate

Iiberal

Radical

1970 data

(Percent)

College Teaching Is Bad

Agres  No Opinion Disapree
f’f 5 L8

47 L6
b2 50
58 37

48
46
38

Agree
37 N

38
40

71

3
62
60
29




